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What is “open access publishing”? 
1: What is open access? 
 
 
2: What is publishing? 
 
First, the easy part: 
Publishing is … 
Distribution, or, more strictly, making available 
for distribution by sale, rental, lending, … 
 
US Copyright Law, Sec. 101: “Publication” is the distribution of copies 
or phonorecords of a work to the public by sale or other transfer of 
ownership, or by rental, lease, or lending. The offering to distribute 
copies or phonorecords to a group of persons for purposes of further 
distribution, public performance, or public display, constitutes 
publication. A public performance or display of a work  
does not of itself constitute publication. 
So, … 
• Online posting is publishing. 
• Blogging is publishing. 
• Facebook-ing is publishing. 
• Tweeting is publishing. 
• Leaflet-ing is publishing. 
• Repository deposit is publishing. 
• Any distribution of a work in fixed form is 
publishing. 
 
But preaching or soap-box oratory is not publishing (unless recorded  
copies are being distributed.) 
It’s like … 
“My goodness, for over forty years I’ve been 
speaking prose and didn’t even know it!” 
—Molière, Tartuffe (1664) 
In the current digital networked environment, 
publishing is like breathing or speaking, so we 
will confine our discussion of “publishing” to 
original scholarly, scientific, academic, or 
creative works. 
The knottier issue is … 
What is “open access”? 
Definition #1 = “Gratis OA” 
“Open access” means free to access, use, and 
store, with no purchase, fees, registration, or 
log-in required. 
 
(But the owner retains copyright and  
  has some control over re-use.)  
Definition #2 = “Libre OA” 
“Open access” means all the above plus: 
 
Freedom to re-publish, re-use, re-distribute, 
modify, re-package, make derivative works, etc. 
 
(Owner retains nominal “copyright” but  
grants a Creative Commons license that  
permits all other uses subject only to  
attribution requirement.) 
Creative Commons “licenses” 
BY = must credit original authors 
NC = non-commercial uses only (though what  
 exactly is included/prohibited is unclear). 
SA = share alike: subsequent re-uses must apply  
 same CC license 
creativecommons.org  
A private Massachusetts-chartered 501(c)(3) tax-
exempt charitable corporation, founded in 2001,  
with approximately $3.5 million operating budget &  
$5 million in assets. 
 
Develops usage licenses to apply to everything from 
software, to film, to publications, and all types of 
intellectual property. 
The “Libre OA” definition 
… derives from the “open-source” computer 
code community, where creative works exist not 
primarily to be read and appreciated, but to be 
incorporated, modified, and re-used in larger 
compilations and processing. 
= Not Unix 
Academic text authors 
• Usually happy to see the enhanced  
availability of their works, but  
• Often very concerned about possible  
modifications and unauthorized re-use of  
their texts and may want to keep their own 
copyrights 
So, “Gratis” or “Libre” ? 
In my view, they are both “open 
access.”  
 
I think everyone (almost) can  endorse 
“gratis.” 
 
“Libre” may be a little farther than 
some authors want to go. 
 
The difference in the 2 definitions 
 derives from their different economic bases. 
  
There are two recognized  
business models  
of Open Access 
Green OA (nobody pays) 
Authors self-archive their works in openly 
accessible institutional repositories. 
• Institutions provide infrastructure. 
• Faculty provide the labor. 
• Universities are encouraged to require or 
“mandate” such deposits. 
 
Model #1:  
Model #2:  
Gold OA (author pays) 
Authors pay publishers to release their works 
without charge to users. 
APC’s (“Article Processing Fees”) range from $500 to $4000 per article.  
Universities are encouraged to set up funds to pay these. 
(Obviously, publishers prefer a model where somebody pays.) 
 
Most successful: 
PLOS-1:  54,000 articles × $1350 ≈ $ 73 million 
Other PLOS: 6 × 2,000 × $2500 ≈ $ 30 million 
 
           So, revenues 2006-2012 ≈   $ 100 million  
 
 
But compared to Reed Elsevier revenues (2010 alone)  
of $9,500 million (€7 Billion euros) = 95 times as much  
in only 1 year. 
≈ 1/650th, … but growing! 
Most leading Open Access journals are 
Libre OA (Creative Commons licensed) 
 
Gold OA (author pays model)  
• PLOS (Public Library of Science) 
• BMC - BioMed Central [Springer] 
• Hindawi (Egypt) 
 
The whole journal is OA. 
This is an OK deal, if you can afford it. 
“Hybrids” 
Some commercial publishers (Wiley, Sage, PNAS, 
etc.) offer a “hybrid” OA model, where only  
some articles (whose authors pay an extra fee) 
are open access. Most of the journal is toll-
access, and the OA articles are usually not CC-
licensed or “libre” OA. 
 
I don’t think this is a good deal at all. 
My beef with  
Gold and Hybrid OA: 
• We are giving our money to the  
same folks who have been holding  
our content for ransom for the  
past 50 years. 
 
• What if we put these resources into developing 
our own means of production and distribution? 
Questions: 
1) Does scholarly communication have 
to be a commercial transaction? 
 
 
 
 
2) Is “open access” just a way to 
provide an alternate income stream 
for commercial publishers? 
= 
There are already  
Green OA journals,  
which do not charge “processing fees” 
Usually published by departments, libraries, societies, etc. 
 
See DOAJ -- Directory of Open Access Journals 
www.doaj.org/ 
8,000+ journals (gold + green) 
Quality-controlled & peer-reviewed 
 
920 OA journals in Technology & Engineering 
Green OA Publishers 
Poetry Magazine 
The Poetry Foundation 
 
Jacket/Jacket2 
Australian Literary Management/University of Pennsylvania 
 
 
 
(as html on website)  
Green Library OA Publishers 
22 OA Journals 
http://www.library.pitt.edu/e-journals/pubs.html 
Using OJS (Open Journals System) from Public Knowledge Project 
 
 
 
18 OA Journals 
http://scholarworks.umass.edu/peer_review_list.html   
Using DigitalCommons from Berkeley Electronic Press 
Green Monograph Publishers 
Open Humanities Press 
6 books, 4 journals 
http://openhumanitiespress.org/index.html  
Hosted by ibiblio.org at UNC-Chapel Hill 
Hard copy by Mpublishing, Univ of Michigan 
 
 
National Academies Press 
http://www.nap.edu/  
Free … but requires registration & account; “help us serve our customers and visitors better” 
University of Chicago Oriental Institute Publications 
https://oi.uchicago.edu/research/pubs/catalog/electronic.html 
 
Newfound Press (University of Tennessee Libraries) 
http://www.newfoundpress.utk.edu/  
 
Punctum Books (Brooklyn) 
http://punctumbooks.com/ 
 
University of California Press FlashPoints 
http://www.ucpress.edu/series.php?ser=ucfla 
12 titles, series ended 
^ Green Monograph Publishers 
More 
How does Open Access define itself? 
From openaccessweek.org: 
“What Is Open Access? 
Open Access is a growing international movement that uses the 
Internet to throw open the locked doors that once hid knowledge. 
Encouraging the unrestricted sharing of research results with 
everyone, the Open Access movement is gaining ever more 
momentum around the world as research funders and  
policy makers put their weight behind it.” 
 
 
(Here “Open Access” presents itself as a social movement, not as  
    an attribute of a document or distribution site.) 
This may suggest … 
That “open access” is all about sitting around 
the campfire singing “Kumbaya” 
♫♪ Open access, Lord,  
kum-ba-ya … ♪♫ 
But … 
The two schools of thought are 
engaged in a  somewhat bitter 
disagreement: 
 
 
“Gratis OA isn’t open access at all;              
 it’s merely free access.” 
  
“From now on, Open Access means CC-BY.” 
Heather Joseph, SPARC Repositories Meeting,  
Kansas City, March 2012 
 
“It is about time to stop calling anything 
Open Access that is not covered by CC-BY, 
CC-zero, or equivalent.” 
Jan Velterop (Elsevier, Springer, BMC, & AQnowledge), 
LIBLICENSE listserve, March 2012 
To me, this was like the 
expulsion from Eden. 
Cacciata dei progenitori dall'Eden (1427), Masaccio 
Get out ! Get out!  
You are not real OA! 
But I got over it. … 
Open access publishing needs to be a “big tent” 
and accommodate different definitions, models, 
flavors, and opinions. 
 
We must be tolerant  
of our differences and 
keep our “eyes on the 
prize.” 
We have supported and promoted 
“open access” for 8 years 
• 50,000 open-access works online (mostly  “gratis”) 
• 16 million downloads furnished to 200+ countries 
• 20,000+ authors represented 
• 20+ journals originated or archived 
• 14 original & 50+ classic reprint e-books published 
The Online Dictionary of Invertebrate Zoology  
from the Manter Laboratory of Parasitology 
Armand Maggenti, co-author  
Scott Gardner, Director (& co-author) 
                         
 
 
                       
It had been: 
10+ years in the making        
peer-reviewed, accepted, then cancelled by 
University of California Press 
 
Our first OA original publication: 
What I saw in the lab: What I got by email: 
99  x  
 
200,000 
clicks later, 
we had 
950 pages 
of this: 
PDF’ed MS Word file,  
2-page landscape format 
Posted online September 6, 2005 
 
http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/onlinedictinvertzoology/  
Immediately began to account for 20% of our 
downloads 
 
To date:  69,482 downloads 
(avg of 26 downloads/day) 
2007 
Popularity of online version was so great that we 
decided to develop a print (on-demand) version, 
reformatted as a large-size 2-column reference 
work.  
 
This time we worked in InDesign and exported 
to PDF. And we could have a 4-color cover. 
381 pages, 8.25 x 10.75, $93 hardcover 
Early American Texts Project 
When I started managing the IR one of my first projects was to 
add my old articles, which were not much--mostly biographical 
dictionary entries on obscure early American writers.  
I realized you could now get my bio entry on (say) Joshua 
Scottow, but not his “famous” tract Old Mens Tears for Their 
Own Declensions (Boston, 1691).  
So I began to transcribe, edit, and post  
these kinds of original works, in electronic  
“facsimile”. 
1588 1694 
1670 1701 
1646 1706 
1787 
1750 :  A rhetorical rehearsal for the American Revolution. 
Melville’s late poetry books were not previously available online. 
1888 1891 
1741  
(10,132 downloads in October 2012) 
1670 
1734 1842 
Online & POD versions 
1751 1693 
"This digital gift to the profession ..." 
“On a blustery spring day in Lubbock, 
Texas, in 1981  . . . 
It was a time to celebrate the Hopi Tricentennial, a 
commemoration of the Hopi and Pueblo revolt against 
Spanish rule in 1680. Hopi leaders and artists converged 
with non-Hopi scholars, and the result was a first-rate 
public celebration and symposium . . . and a manuscript.” 
• Submitted to various 
presses over 25-year 
period, 1981-2006. 
• multi-author  
75 color plates  
no subsidy $$ 
• PDF ebook edition 
pub. 9/29/2008  
(17,000 downloads) 
• POD edition (Oct 2008), 
168 pp., color, 
hardcover, $56.60 
Title page  
Representative pages 
Representative pages 
Representative pages  
Representative pages  
So, we were starting to get a fair 
number of book projects,  
and I said to the Dean: 
“It would be easier to explain what   
  we’re doing if we had a name for it.” 
And so, Zea Books was born: 
We huddled with University Communications to get 
their stamp of approval, and let them suggest names. 
They came up with “Iron Gate” and some other ideas 
we didn’t go for; but they did say, “As long as it has to 
do with corn, we’re okay.” 
“Zea” = genus of corn (Zea mays) 
Name is short, easy to spell, easy to find in an 
alphabetical list 
Logos are not allowed, but we use a recurrent “icon”: 
We put together an Advisory Board 
• Director of University of Nebraska Press 
• 3 advocates of the Institutional Repository 
from English, Psychology, & Natural Resources 
• Dean of Libraries 
Our Mission 
Provide a publishing outlet for scholarly work 
that does not fit other available publication 
models. 
• too long 
• too short 
• too esoteric 
• too expensive 
• too complicated 
• too strange 
Our Terms (1-page agreement) 
Authors retain copyright and grant us a  
“non-exclusive permission to publish” 
We control design, format, price 
Income from print-on-demand edition split 50-50. 
Electronic (pdf) edition is free online 
Agreement cancellable on 60 days notice 
 
Our On-Demand Service Provider 
• Print & bind from uploaded pdf files 
• Take orders, ship, process payments 
• Send us quarterly payments 
• No contract; no out-of-pocket costs 
• Their cut = printing costs + 20% of excess 
• Income = 80% of (price minus cost ) 
 
Non-Nebraska authors, but recommended by Nebraska faculty. 
  
Dear Dean Giesecke; 
 
... I have been able to make freely available on-line five book-length manuscripts that would 
never otherwise have been published in my lifetime, have updated two previously published 
books, and have also made available four of my out-of-print books and over 30 of my 
published papers and articles that originally often had very limited circulation. I also have been 
stimulated to undertake or complete some additional writing projects that I never would 
otherwise have finished, since I would have felt the resulting manuscripts to be unpublishable 
for financial or other reasons. 
 
All told, the Digital Commons has allowed me to make unusually effective use of my time since 
my retirement, and believe that I can still make my contributions matter and my influence felt 
at a national and international level. I am extremely grateful. 
 
Sincerely 
Paul Johnsgard 
Foundation Professor of Biological Sciences Emeritus 
[emphasis added] 
180 pp, 8.5” x 11”, $21.95 286 pp, 6” x 9”, $19.95 
           48 pp, 7.5” x 7.5”, $9.95 
 
 
 
 
 276 pp, 6” x 9”, $21.95 
418 pages 
8.5” x 11” 
$30 paperback 
414 pages 
8.5” x 11” 
$30 paperback 
378 pages 
8.5” x 11” 
$30 paperback 
From an emeritus music professor who had spent 20+ years on the translation— 
with no real hopes of getting it published. 
Verso: Original German (Fraktur) Recto: English translation with side notes 
Our (on-campus) 
Sheldon Museum of Art.  
 
Online ebook &  
on-demand printed 
catalogue of student-
curated exhibition 
48 pp color, 8.5” x 11”, $29.95 
Sample spread (crossover) 
Sample spread (bleed) 


Peer Review ? 
Our philosophy:  It’s not for everyone. 
Most of our books have been by senior faculty with no tenure issues. 
We may ask for an outside opinion or recommendation, but full peer 
review of books is expensive and time-consuming and of questionable 
value. 
We do offer a peer-review option, but it’s an “author pays” proposition 
($400); no requests yet. 
If you do want to do peer-review, I suggest asking your local university 
press for a copy of their questionnaire or form to use as a  guide, and 
adapting it as needed. Sometimes faculty may go overboard in 
suggesting what another scholar ought to do. 
Why we do not push Creative Commons 
1. I don’t want to try to convince authors to 
give away their rights to control re-use, re-
distribution, and derivatives. 
 
2. I don’t see that the world needs the power to 
re-post, re-publish, or re-purpose our 
authors’ content without consultation or 
permission. 
It’s like . . .  
Why demand the cow, when you’re  
already getting the milk for free? 
 
 
 
 
 
(Or something like that.) 
 
Out of step 
We do not use Creative Commons licenses. 
We do not insist on peer review. 
 
 
 
 
 
But we feel we are doing what is best for us and 
for our authors. 
Disqualifies us 
for DOAB, 
OASPA, et al. 
www.doabooks.org  
Requires: 
1. Peer review of all publications 
2. Creative Commons or equivalent licensing 
OASPA = Open Access  
Scholarly Publishers Association 
• Includes “Gold OA” publishers PLOS, Hindawi, & BioMed 
Central (Springer) 
• Also “Hybrid” publishers like Sage, Wiley, Oxford UP, 
Cambridge, Taylor & Francis 
• Discipline/society-based publishers like Royal Society, Am 
Institute of Physics, Am Physical Society, Institute of Physics 
Publishing 
• University & Library publishers: Pittsburgh, California, Utrecht, 
Lund, Tromsø 
“All articles or books shall be subjected to some form of peer-based review process.” 
There are some outright  
opponents of OA 
Association of American Publishers 
(lobbied against PubMed Central) 
 
 
 
 
Not to be confused with Associated Artists Productions 
Anti-Open-Access offshoot of AAP 
Partnership for Research Integrity in Science 
and Medicine 
• Formed by PSP (Professional & Scholarly 
Publishing) chapter of AAP 
• To oppose adoption of NIH deposit requirement 
• Seems to have died out in 2008 
Copyright Clearance Center 
• A not-for-profit corporation—not to be confused with a 
charity 
• An agency that sets and collects fees for publishers 
• Gets a 15% commission 
• Funded “fair use” lawsuit against Georgia State Univ. 
• Typical fee for electronic course reserve = $0.45 per page per 
student 
o 20 students × 20 pages ×  .45 = $180. 
o 200 students × 20 pages × .45 = $1,800. 
o 2,000 students × 20 pages × .45 = $18,000. 
o 200,000 students × 20 pages × .45 = $1.8 million 
 
 
MOOC = Massive Open Online Courses 
In the fall of 2011 Stanford University launched 
3 courses, each of which had an enrollment of 
about 100,000. 
--NY Times, July 17, 2012  
This will represent either: 
1) A need for open access scholarly  
and educational materials, such as 
e-textbooks, or 
 
 
2) A massive windfall for some  
commercial publishers. 
Radicalism 
"What constitutes a republic is the total 
destruction of everything that stands in 
opposition to it."  
 
– Louis Antoine de Saint-Just  
(1767-1794) 
I don’t think you have to  
destroy the Elseviers … 
You just need to make the academic 
market unprofitable for them. 
 
Then they will depart on their own 
accord. They have no deep 
commitment to scholarship per se. 
Can we separate scholarship from 
the profit economy? 
 
 
 Or must it always be monetized? 
Will the academy take back control 
of its own intellectual production? 
  
Will libraries lead the way? 
           2013  
+          40 years in wilderness  
 
=     2053 
 
That may be the time-frame it takes. 
But, 
“I have been to the mountaintop. 
  I have seen the Promised Land. 
  I may not get there with you.  
  But I want you to know tonight, that we,  
     as a people, will get to the Promised Land” 
Milk           +                   Honey        +           Unlimited access to 
                                                                                scholarship 
TAKE QUESTIONS 
Notes to self: 
Contact 
Paul Royster 
Scholarly Communications 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln Libraries 
PO Box 884100 
Lincoln NE 68588-4100 
 
402 472-3628 
 
proyster@unl.edu 
http://digitalcommons.unl.edu  
http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/zeabook/  
 
Thank you. 
Thank you very much! 
